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ATTIC BUILDING ACCOUNTS 



IV. The Statue of Athena Promachos^ 

The earliest of the extant building accounts from the Acropolis 
at Athens is that known as J. G. I, 284-288, formerly supposed to 
be the record of the Parthenon, or possibly of the Odeum.^ This 
now appears on three fragments of marble, herein designated as A 
(/. G. I, 284-285), B (286-287), and C (288); though at first pub- 
lished separately, they were soon identified by Kirchhoff as be- 
longing to a single construction. While this unity of subject is 
now generally accepted, it has not been so certain that all belong 
to a single stele,^ nor is their order indisputable. Kirchhoff 
placed C last, because of a blank space of 0.15 m. at tlie bottom;* 
but there would still remain two possible orders, ABC or BAG. 

The necessity for a restudy of this inscription becomes more 
pronounced when we observe that there exist at least three other 
fragments which may be assigned to it, on the basis of uniformity 
in shape and size of letters and spacing of lines, and the charac- 
teristic horizontal strokes separating the sums of money. These 
may be known as D (J. G. I, 545),^ E (545 a), and F (unpublished).^ 

^ Three earlier articles of this series were published in this Journal, Vol. 
XVII, 1913, pp. 53-80, 242-265, 371-398, pis. Il-IV. In the fifth and conclud- 
ing article I shall present some important modifications of the results which I 
obtained eight years ago. 

2 Kirchhoff, Memorie delV Inst. 1865, pp. 129-142; Michaelis, Parthenon, pp. 
287-288; Kirchhoff in the Corpus withdrew the attribution to the Parthenon. 

3 Kirchhoff evidently assumed that they belonged to a single stone; Larfeld 
{Handhuch d. att. Inschriften, p. 45) suggests that perhaps they are from 
different blocks; Cavaignac (Stvdes sur VHistoire Financiere d'Athenes, p. 
xlviii) says that "these fragments certainly belong to two different stones. '^ 

> The original bottom of the stele is not preserved. 

5 1 now learn that Bannier (BerL Phil. W. 1916, p. 160) has erroneously 
assigned /. G. I, 545 to the much later /. G. I, 319, referring to the Theseum 
{R. Et. Gr. 1916, p. 439). 

^Inv. 1335 of the Acropolis; 0.075 m. high, 0.075 m. wide, and 0.045 m. 
thick, with the left edge preserved, elsewhere broken; now in the Epigraphical 
Museum, where it was once cemented to E . 
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The reason for which some have assumed that A, B, and C 
belong to different stelae is the existence of a peculiar fracture 
appearing on the bottom of A and the top of B, where they were 
split along a mica veiin running almost horizontally across the 
stele, sloping down toward the left at a rate of 0.0025 m. in 0.11 
m., and up toward the back at a rate of 0.01 m. in 0.11 m. The 
split surface is so clean that at first glance it was taken for a 
worked joint/ and the pieces were thought to be separate blocks. 
But since the same fracture appears on both A and B, proving 
that these two fragments belong to a single stone, there remains 
no ground for assigning the fragments to more than one stele. 

Fragment A preserves the right edge of the stele,^ though per- 
haps not the right edge of the inscription, for an anathyrosis, 0.06 
m. wide, seems to indicate that it was adjoined by another stele, 
like the Erechtheum accounts of 409/408 B.C. It now contains 
twelve lines (numbered 1-12), of which three are blank (11. 4, 7, 
11). Fragment B, broken on all sides, cannot be placed directly 
under A, in spite of the similarity of the split surface, because it 
would be physically impossible to space the lines evenly across 
the fracture, or to align the left edges of the lines. Moving B to 
the left, following the given slope of the horizontal fracture, a 
width of about 0.57 m. would be required to give a drop of one 
line (0.0135 m.); it is evident that we are concerned with two 
separate item columns, and that the topmost extant line of B 
must be numbered 14, counting from the top of A. Fragment B 
in turn contains nineteen lines (11. 14-32), of which five are blank 
in the portion* preserved (11. 16, 21, 23, 29, 30). 

Michaelis had suggested that the T in the last line of B might 
be combined with the T in the first line of C to form the word 
€7rto-]r[a]r[a6 ; this suggestion is now confirmed by the fact that the 
fractures join accui^ately in such a way that B contains the second, 
and C the first T, of [€7rto-]r[d]r[at]. Fragment C therefore con- 
tinues B, and its twenty-two extant lines may be numbered 32- 
53, of which four are blank (11. 38, 40, 46, 48). Below the last 
line appears, as we noted, a blank space of 0.15 m., extending to 
the present broken bottom. The total height of the three com- 

^ Kirchhoff stated that the bottom of A seemed to be cut; he expressed a simi- 
lar doubt with regard to the top of B {Corpus). 

2 Kirchhoff {Memorie, p. 130) and Michaelis (Parthenon, p. 287) state that it 
is broken on all sides; Kirchhoff (Corpus) later implied, and Bannier (Rhein. 
Mus. 1906, p. 218) stated, that the right edge was preserved. 
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bined fragments is 0.86 m. Though the order of the three frag- 
ments from top to bottom is ABC, yet, on account of the arrange- 
ment in two columns, we must read them in the order BCA. 

Turning to the three new fragments, we observe that D like- 
wise forms the end of a column, with 0.185 m. of blank space below 
the last line, a fact which associates it with C. Furthermore, in 
lines 43 and 51 of C (the third and eleventh above the bottom), 
the restoration proposed below leaves two or three empty letter 
spaces at the beginning; this circumstance is explained by D, 
where in the third and eleventh lines above the bottom the sums 
of money are so long that they overlap the space assigned to the 
item column. And the single letters remaining in the various 
lines of D may be satisfactorily restored to fit the items of C, 
though the two fragments are actually separated by a gap of 
0.10 m. Fragment D, therefore, contains parts df lines 43-53 of 
the inscription. Now the left edge of D extends 0.035 m. to the 
left of the money column and is there broken off; but E and F 
show a finished left edge only 0.006 m. to the left of the money 
column. We are, therefore, to assume that the stele contained 
three double columns, and that B+C + D formed the central 
column, while E and F come either from the first column of the 
stele or from the first column of a second stele which adjoined the 
anathyrosis on A. It seems better to assign E and F to the first 
column of this stele, since as yet we have no evidence that the 
stone at the right of A was part of the same inscription. The two 
pieces contain no evidence as to their position in the column, but 
they fit together, F above E.^ It is impossible to number the 
lines with relation to the four larger fragments. 

The customary subdivision of the columns into separate money 
and item columns obtains also in the present example, and forms 
the basis for the estimate of the total width of the stele. The 
width of the last item column (on A), restoring the missing 
letters, was 0.285 m. (measured from the right edge of the stele) ; 
the money. column on D is 0.08 m. wide; we niay assume that the 
width of any double column was about 0.365 m. Three double 
columns give a total width of about 1.10 m. The thickness of 
the stone, as given by B, is 0.253 m. The height, as determined 
from the number of lines required for the restoration, was 
greater than 1.15 m. 

The relation of the sums to the entries requires special notice. 
^ Though I found them separate, they had formerly been cemented together. 
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In fragment A the money column must have been placed at the 
left of the item column, since the latter is at the right edge of the 
stele. In B we seem at first glance to have the opposite arrange- 
ment, with the sums at the right of the entries.^ But closer 
examination reveals the fact that the items and the sums of money 
do not correspond. In lines 19-20 the total of wages for this 
year would be but slightly more than 150 drachmae; and in lines 
25-27 appears a single large sum which is opposite both the entry 
h TOLKiXlav and the total expenditure for the year. These 
sums cannot belong to the items on B, and must, therefore, be 
connected with other items, now lost, at the right, in direct con- 
tinuation of A; the sums for the items mentioned on B were 
actually at the left. This is now proved by the junction of D to 
C, and by the fact that on E + F the sums of money begin at the 
left edge of the stele. 

The accounts are arranged year by year, dated by means of 
the annual epistatae and their secretary, while at the end of each 
account appears the running number of the year since the begin- 
ning of the work. Since a complete year (on B+C + D) occupied 
only twenty-three lines, with a spacing of 0.0135 m., and since 
the total number of lines was considerably greater than fifty- 
three, we must assume that there were at least three and possibly 
four years in each column. The only numeral now preserved is 
[6y8]oov in Column III, line 6.^ The space below this (corre- 
sponding to forty-seven lines of Column II) would be exactly 
filled by the accounts of two years, if the work lasted so long; 
only the beginning of the ninth account is preserved (11. 8-12). 
Above fragment A, in Column III, must have appeared also the 
seventh account, since in the last line of Column II there are only 
six letter spaces for the numeral, requiring [heKT]ov,^ Each of 
Columns I and II, therefore, contained the accounts of three 
years. 

The relative order of these six fragments is now fixed. We 
should read the text^ with restorations, as follows. 

1 Kirchhoff (Memorie, pp. 137-140) calculated the amounts of the expenses 
on this principle; Michaelis (Parthenon, p. 287) compared this peculiarity with 
the quota lists of 454/3; cf. Bannier, Rhein. Mus. 1906, pp. 218-219; with 
this I formerly agreed {A. J. A. 1913, p. 59 n. 1), before I had made a study 
of the fragment. 

2 See the commentary on this line. 

3 See the commentary on this line. 



122 WILLIAM BELL DINSMOOR 

Column I, fragments F+E (11 lines): 
APH 

PMMX 

AAAf-llll 



PXPPAA 
m-hhll 



HPAAAAPhhl 



MMMXXXX 
10 PHH HI^hh 
PXHHHI^.. 

Column II, 11. 14-53, fragments B+C + D: 

[? ^AveXSaajJLev tol epy]oL 

15 [ €s 'olKo]doiJLLav 

[Ka • • • 

[avdpaKes Kal x^^^^ fc]au(rtjLta 

[jjLcadol Kadefikpav iJLL(T]dol Kara 
20 [fxevta d]7r67raxs 

[fXLadol eTnaTCLTeai K]al ypalfx/j] 

[aT€L €V TOVTOL €r€t] 

[apyvpLov aaejjLOv es] ttolklKL 

25 [av TO 

[K€<j)aKaLov ava\6fxaT]os 



30 



35 



[TrepteyeveTO to X€jLtju]aros 
[/card TO irefXTTOV €tos] 

['Etti t€s dpx€S het : eypafXfx]dT€v[e] 

[ • : €7rt(r]r[d]r[at] 

[KkjJLjJLaTa irapa Ko\a\KpeT\dv\ 

[XcjUjLta Trepiyevb]}xevo\v 

\kK TO irpoTepo ev]LavTo 

]pa 

' [4^TTTT e[ . . 

[ ra\]avTa: PTT 
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40 



[? ' Ave\6(T aiJLe]v tol €p7o[t] 

[ €s OLKlodoniav Ka[ • • • 

.... AAA r I [avdpaKes K]al x^^^^ /ca[u(rtjLta] 

• • • pHH jLt[t(r^ot Kad€fxe]pav fXLadol ^[arajLtena] 
45 ra[ ] OLTTOTraxs 

• ♦ APh M[oXui(35os ?] 

• HHf^AAA a[pyvpLov a(T€fx]ov h 7rot[/ctXtaj^] 

• m Td[ 

XpHHHH ixliadol €7n(TT]aTeaL Ka[l ypajjifia] 

50 [^AhhUI t[€l €v tovtol] erei 

MXXHHAP h h [Ke<i>a\aLov\ avoKoixarlos] 
pHHI^AAA TT^epLeykveTlo to X€jLtjLtar[os] 

• • I /c[ard TO hkKT\ov eTOS 

Column III, 11. 1-28, fragments A+B: 

[ixidBol e7n(TTdTe](n Kal yp[a] 



[fXfxaT€L ev tovt]o[l] eT€L 



[Ke<j)d\aiov dv]a\6iJLaTOs 

5 [7r€pL€yev€T]o to XejjLjjLaTOS 

[/card TO 6y8]oov (Etos 

['Etti r€s cLpxh hei ]s: eypajJLfxaTevt 

[ ]v: eTnaTCLTaL 

10 [XejLtjLtara 7ra]pd KoKaKptTOV 

[XejLtjua 'Kepiy\tv[6ixev\ov: k\K to\ 
{irpOTepo kviavTo] 

15 XH 

HH 
AT 
HT 
20 
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25 M 

H 
A 



I add a few comments on the restorations which differ from 
those finally published by Kirchhoff (J. G. I, 284-288, 545) : 

Column II: 

L. 14 — ovencLTov or uLcrdondTov rot tpy]oL, Bannier (Rhein. Mus. 1906, p. 218); 
I have suggested that it is rather the heading for the expenses. 

LI. 15-16— see line 42. 

L. 17 — avBpoLKts', charcoal appears together with firewood in 7. G. I, 319, line 
14, and exactly fills the space here. 

LI. 19—20 — KoB* henkpav iJLLa]Bol Kara [ret eipenkva d]7r67raxs, Kirchhoff; cf. 
Meisterhans {Grammatik^ , p. 148), Herwerden {Lexicon ^ s.v. dTroTra^), and 
Bannier (loc.cit.) ; but it does not fit the space. 

LI. 22-23 — see lines 1-2 ; Michaelis suggested Kec^dXatoi/ ^]oLypd[<poLs. 

LI. 24r-25 — see lines 47-48; Michaelis suggested Ke^dXatoi/] 7rotKtX[TaTs. 

L. 29 — no space is left for this line in the Corpus; Trktnrrov restored for reasons 
given below (line 53). 

L. 34 — Kirchhoff read the four extant letters y&fo. 

LI. 37-39— Pittakys ('E0 • 'Apx • 1859, No. 3481) represented a second ^ in 
line 37; Michaelis and Cavaignac {loc. cit. p. 75) state that these (31) 21 talents 
are receipts, but since sums of money would hardly be mingled with the items, 
it seems more probable that these are the weights of some superfluous material, 
such as metal, which was sold. 

L. 43 — see line 17; the indention of the item column by three spaces is re- 
quired by fragment D . 

L. 45 — 6LTr6Tax<r[iv\y Kirchhoff (Memorie, p. 139). 

L. 47 — I shall attempt later to justify this restoration of the words 



L. 51 — the indention of the item column by two spaces is required by frag- 
ment D . 

L. 53 — fragment C almost immediately precedes A, of the eighth year; and 
there are only six spaces for the numeral, so that he^Sofxovj irefxirTovj etc. are ex- 
cluded. Kohler suggested that the first letter was B. 

Column III: 

L. 1 — ^ I K A I r , Kirchhoff (Memorie, p. 130) , evidently a typographical error 
(Pittakys, 'Ecf> . 'Apx • I860, No. 4087, had ^IKAIA); because of it Michaelis 
restored <n Kal tIolklX • • ; Kirchhoff later corrected it to eTrto-TaTejo-t Kaly - - ; 
Bannier suggests XZ/x/xa rots eirKTrdrelaL Ka • • • • gret {Rhein. Mus, 1906, 
p. 218). 

L. 2 — Pittakys did not see these erased letters; Kohler read merely TE (Cor- 
pus) ; the erasure seems to imply that this was only a partial payment of the 
salaries, or that it included part of the amount due the preceding year. 
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L. 6 — ^30 N, Pittakys, and Kirchhoff restored &y8]oopj which was accepted 
by Michaelis; later Kohler read merely ON, and Kirchhoff restored Karct t6 
» ' ' ' ]op (kros; the curve of the first actually appears. 

L. 8 — one of the formulae suggested by Kirchhoff (Memorie, p. 134), except 
that there is not space (as we learn from fragment D) for the number of the 

L. 9 — probably three epistatae were named; Bannier supposes that the 
epistatae were not named, and that they were permanent {Rhein. Mils. 1906, 
p. 217). 

L. 10 — :the plural XejujuaTa restored to fill the space. 

LI. 12-13 — the formula restored by Bannier (Rhein, Mus. 1906, p. 217 n. 3), 
except that I add Xe^jL^xa to fill the space. 

Since 1873, when the attribution to the Parthenon was defi- 
nitely abandoned by Kirchhoff, there has been no attempt to 
identify the construction to which the inscription refers. In the 
absence of the main prescript, our only evidence is the date as 
determined from the forms of the letters, the location as implied 
or suggested by the place of discovery, the estimated duration 
and cost of the work, and various hints afforded by the items of 
expenditure. 

In the text, the absence of allusions to particular parts of a 
building, or to processes of construction, is particularly note- 
worthy; we find merely the general expression h oiKoboixiavy ^^for 
the erecting,'' which evidently formed a very small part of the 
expenditure. The only other items which appeared in the fifth 
and sixth years, besides salaries and wages, are peculiarly signifi- 
cant. One of these items, apparently an annual entry, appears 

in these two years (Col. II, 11. 17, 43) as [ • 

Ac]au(rt)Lta, or [ Ac]at x<^^^<^ Ka[v<TLiJLa]; both phrases are the 

same, and I have suggested that the first eight spaces were filled 
by the single word avBpaKes, on the analogy of I. G. I, 319, line 14 
(x<Tv\a Kal avBpaKes tol jjioXv^doi), In this other inscMption the 
charcoal and firewood are recorded as having been bought for 
the melting of the metal for casting the accessories of the bronze 
statues in the Hephaesteum. It is tempting to assume that the 
fuel was intended also in our own case for the casting of a bronze 
statue. Then it would be possible to explain another item which 
appears in these two years (Col. II, 11. 24-25 and 47-48): 

[ ] TOLKL\L[av or d[ ]ov 

es TroL[KL\iav] to [••••*• respectively. It obviously relates to 
the purchase of some material for use in decoration. For work 
in bronze such an accessory material would naturally be silver, 
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the decoration (TrotKtXta) then being in the form of chasing or 
inlaying. This interpretation seems to be confirmed by the 
fact that the space would be exactly filled by the two words 
a[pyvpLov a(Teij]ov. 

A bronze statue which took at least nine years to build must 
have been of colossal size. Among bronze statues, it is recorded 
that the Colossus of Rhodes by Chares required twelve years for 
its construction, the Mercury by Zenodorus ten years,^ and the 
two comparatively small cult statues by Alcamenes in the Heph- 
aesteum at least five years.^ 

It is possible to form an approximate estimate of the expenses 
for the sixth year, by filling out the gaps in the sums of money, as 
follows : 

(928) for building (remainder from total given below). 

385^ for fuel (minimum allowance). 
7700 for wages (the other possibility, 3700, is too small). 
76 for lead (? or 36, 126, or 166). 

382 g^ for silver (minimum allowance). 
19634 for salaries (amount preserved). 



114341 total expenditure. 

7S2i surplus (amount preserved). 

12217 total receipts (amount preserved). 

The sums for the ninth year seem to have been of similar amounts; 
the few traces preserved on fragment B are of small quantities 
(1100+, 215+> and 150 +), and then at the end (11. 25-28) appear 
two larger sums, probably the total receipts (10110+) and the 
surplus (1000+), so that the total expenditure would have been 
somewhat more or less than 9110 drachmae. In one of the first 
three years, on fragments F+E, larger sums are involved, in one 
case 71036f + , in another 34,807 drachmae; even if we place 
these on opposite sides of the account, assuming that the former 
was part of the receipts and the latter part of the expenses, it is 
clear that the operations may have attained a total as great as 
100,000 drachmae. We might estimate, therefore, that the 
average for the nine years was about 55,000 drachmae, giving for 
the total cost of the statue about 500,000 drachmae or 83 talents, 
a sum which would imply that the dimensions were colossal. 

1 Pliny, N. H. XXXIV, 41, 44. 

2 7. G. I, 318-319. 
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From the location of the fragments at the time of their discov- 
ery, we must assume that the stele, and, therefore, probably the 
statue, were set up on the Acropolis. 

The form of the letter ^ would place the inscription earlier 
than 447/6 B.C., when the Parthenon was begun; yet the letters 
are not archaic, so that the work is clearly post-Persian, probably 
slightly earlier than the middle of the century.^ 

A colossal bronze statue, erected on the Acropolis shortly before 
the middle of the fifth century, at a cost of about 85 talents, can 
hardly have been other than the great bronze statue of Athena 
(the Promachos) by Phidias. 

I am aware that in making this identification I am but adding 
another uncertainty to the many with which the Athena Pro- 
machos is surrounded. Date, size, and pose are all as yet unde- 
cided. With the pose we are not concerned; but the most 
reasonable estimates with regard to size and date seem to confirm 
the evidence of the inscription. 

The colossal height of 70 to 80 feet including the pedestal, as 
suggested by Leake, Cockerell, Beule, Penrose, Pennethorne, 
and many others,^ is certainly excessive. On the other hand, 
those who would reduce it to 30 feet including the pedestal, as 
Michaelis, Milchhofer, Botticher, Overbeck, Gurlitt, Collignon, 
Frazer, Lechat, Gardner, and others,^ are surely too conservative. 

1 Michaelis {Parthenon, p. 287) dated it earlier than 436/5; Kirchhoff placed 
it before 438/7 {Memorie, p. 133), and afterwards before 444/3 (Corpus); 
Larfeld places it between 480 and 445 (Handhuch, p. 440), or at least before 
444/3 (ihid. p. 45); Bannier {Rhein. Mus. 1908, p. 429) assigns it to about 
446/5 B.C. 

2 Leake, Topography of Athens, 1st ed., p. 243 n. 1 and plates, 2nd ed., p. 
351; Beule, Acropolis, II, p. 308; Pennethorne, Geometry and Optics, p. 35, pi. 
V; Dyer, Athens, p. 437; Penrose, Athenian Architecture, 2nd ed., p. x; Harrison, 
Studies in Greek Art, p. 201. 

3 Michaelis, Ath. Mitt. 1877, pp. 8^90; Milchhofer, in Baumeister, Denk- 
mdler, p. 208, and Waldstein, ibid., p. 1311; Botticher, Akropolis, p. 96; Over- 
beck, Gr. Plastik, 4th ed., I, p. 348; Collignon, Sculpture Gr. I, p. 524; Bliimner, 
Pausanias, I, p. 303; Busolt, Gr. Gesch. Ill, p. 449 n.; Lechat, Phidias, p. 75; 
Fougeres, Grece,p. 44; Hadaczek, R. Et. Gr. 1913, p. 21. A fanciful identifica- 
tion of a bronze Athena at Constantinople with the Promachos has been ad- 
duced as evidence for this height; see Gurlitt, Analecta Graecensia, 1893, pp. 
101-121; Jones,. Select Passages, pp. 78-80; Frazer, Pausanias, II, pp. 349- 
350; Gardner, Greek Sculpture, 2nd ed., p. 281 n. 2; Gardner, Ancient Athens, 
p. 213; Gardner, Six Greek Sculptors, p. 88; Michaelis, Arx Athenarum, pp. 
76-77; Judeich, Topographic, pp. 101, 216 n.; D'Ooge, Acropolis, p. 299; 
Weller, Athens, p. 344. 



128 WILLIAM BELL DINS MOOR 

A better estimate is that of Reisch/ based on the dimensions of the 
foundations, giving 30 cubits. For the pedestal is 5.58 m. square 
on the euthynteria and 5.28 m. square on the lowest finished 
course, implying, if we use the approximate ratio 1:3.1 found in 
other colossi of this period (Athena Parthenos, base 4.096 m. and 
height 12.75 m., i.e. 26 cubits; Apollo Sitalcas, base 4.96 m. and 
height 15.50 m., i.e. 35 cubits), a height of about 16.40 m. or 50 
Attic feet including the pedestal. Such a height would bring the 
crest of the helmet 10 metres below the summit of the pediments of 
the Parthenon and 6 metres above the summit of the Propylaea. 
We may assume that the pedestal w^as about 8 Attic feet in height ; 




Figure 1. — Capping Course of Pedestal.^ 

this satisfies the requirements of the few scattered architectural 
fragments, belonging to a Pentelic marble capping course 1| Attic 
feet (0.485 m.) high, carved with a colossal bead-and-reel and egg- 
and-dart, surmounted by a plain abacus from w^hich the plinth of 
the statue receded 0.235 m. (Fig. 1),^ and to a die of Eleusinian 

1 Reisch, Jh. Oest Arch. L, 1906, p. 221. 

2 Adapted from a photograph of the German Archaeological Institute at 
Athens, Akr. 662. This block, lying on the site itself, is 1.234 m. long and 0.489 
m. high; of the latter dimension the beads occupy 0.081 m., the eggs 0.207 m., 
the abacus 0.201 m.; the eggs are spaced 0.308 m. on centres. A similar block, 
0.482 m. high, is now in the Library of Hadrian, and a fragment in the Acrop- 
olis Museum (annex). 

2 This capping course was erroneously assigned by Penrose to the cornice of 
the temple of Zeus Olympius; see Transactions Royal Inst. Brit. Architects, 
1888, pp. 98, 102; Athenian Architecture, 2nd ed., p. 86. 



ATTIC BUILDING ACCOUNTS 129 

limestone. Then the statue would have been about 42 Attic 
feet, less, as we should expect, than the Apollo of Calamis at 
ApoUonia, which held the record of 45 feet for the fifth century.^ 

At a time when an ordinary portrait statue of life size, or more 
strictly heroic size (6 Attic feet, 1.96 m.), must have cost about a 
quarter of a talent,^ a colossal statue of seven times life size 
would have required, according to the law of Sextus Empiricus, 
the expenditure of about 85 talents.^ 

As for the date of the Athena Promachos, we have no valid 
reason for dissenting from the view usually accepted, that it should 
be assigned to the Cimonian period, the decade before the ostra- 
cism of Cimon (461 b.c.).^ It would then be the earliest of the 
three great colossal statues designed by Phidias, all with bases of 
white Pentelic marble and black Eleusinian limestone, evidently 
the result of the collaboration of Ictinus: (1) the Athena Proma- 
chos, 465-456 B.C.; (2) the Zeus at Olympia, 456-447 b.c.^* and 
(3) the Athena Parthenos, 447-438 b.c. 

William Bell Dinsmoor. 
Columbia University. 
New York 

1 Pliny, N. H. XXXIV, 39-45, a chronological list of record-breaking colossi. 

2 The price in the Hellenistic period was twice as much, a half talent; see A. 
de Ridder, R. Arch. IQIS^, p. 97. 

2 See de Ridder, loc. cit; the height, 7 (in terms of life-size statues), is cubed 
and then multiplied by J talent (the value of one life-size statue). 

* The objections to this view, and the later dates proposed, are all based on 
untenable hypotheses. (1) Phidias was supposed by Miiller {Werke, II, p. 17) 
to have died leaving it unfinished, since the shield was wrought by Mys and 
Parrhasius. (2) An extant inscription was supposed by Kirchhoff (/. G. I, 333) 
to have formed the dedication of the base, with letters too late for the Cimon- 
ian period; but it has been proved that the letters are too early, rather than too 
late, for the Cimonian period, and that the stone is in any case too small to 
have formed part of the base. (3) The Medici torso, of a style as late as 445 
B.C. at least, was supposed by Lange and others to be a copy of the Athena 
Promachos. 

^ This date of the Olympian Zeus agrees best with the building accounts of 
the Parthenon; see A. /. A. 1913, p. 71. The work of Ictinus at Olympia during 
this period is discussed in my Culmination of Greek Architecture in the Age of 
Pericles, to be published by the Metropolitan Museum of Art. 



